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Abstract 
 Female disparity in the political process in the state of Kentucky follows the same distinct 
pattern of female disparity all across state legislatures in the United States, and in the federal 
legislative branch. Female representation and parity in the political process is vital to the success 
of governmental bodies due to the benefits that the female perspective offers to governmental 
processes. After extensive review of the existing literature, it is clear that there is a gap in the 
literature when it comes to understanding how the presence of a female candidate effects the total 
turnout rate, female turnout rate, and male turnout rate. This capstone estimates the effect that an 
increase in female legislative candidates has on voter turnout. The hypothesis is that an increase 
in the number of female candidates will be associated with higher turnout. Using data from the 
Kentucky State Board of Elections (from 2014 to 2018), aggregated data on the number of females 
present within a state house or senate race in a county, and other independent variables pulled from 
the United States Census, the author uses a linear regression model to estimate the effects therein. 
Contrary to the hypothesis, results indicate that there is a statistically significant negative 
relationship between the number of female candidates and (1) total percent turnout, (2) female 
voter turnout, and (3) male voter turnout.  
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Introduction 
The Problem around the world 
The political atmosphere in the United States has been one of continued divisiveness and 
polarization, and one could say that it is not the most inviting environment for individuals to enter. 
For women who are seeking to increase their parity in political representation, this divisive 
environment must certainly be a factor in whether or not they run for office. Regardless, many 
women understand that the global fight for equality begins in the political sphere through the 
eradication of the gender gap. The global gender gap index, created by the World Economic 
Forum, is a measure of gender-based gaps in access to four central categories of resources and 
opportunities: economic participation and opportunity, educational attainment, health and survival, 
and political empowerment (World Economic Forum, 2017). According to the World Economic 
Forum, the global gender gap exists in every category listed above all around the world. This 
gender gap is evident in global average income, in economic participation, and in political 
empowerment and participation. Specifically, women make up about 28% of the world’s 
parliamentarians and 21% of government ministers, and only 47% of countries have had female 
heads of state (World Economic Forum, 2017). In addition to this, women on average make $9,000 
less than men globally, and the trend of this income gap is only increasing (World Economic 
Forum, 2017). Using the information and analyses collected in the process of creating the gender 
gap index, the World Economic Forum also completed an analysis on the rate of closing the gaps 
for each region of the world. Most notably, they found that at the current rate of progress in closing 
the economic gender gap will take 145 years for North America and 580 years for the Middle East 
and North Africa (World Economic Forum, 2017).  
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The Problem in the United States 
 The World Economic Forum created a country scorecard that ranks each country based on 
several factors of gender parity. The scorecard of the United States, shown below, denotes the 
score of 0.718 out of 1 (1 equaling parity), and a world rank of 49 out of 
144 countries based upon the U.S. parity score of the four categories listed 
above. For the purposes of this capstone, the political empowerment 
category is the category of focus when it comes to gender parity. The 
scorecard shows that the United States is ranked 96 out of 144 in the 
world in the political empowerment category. This low ranking is due to 
the U.S. low parity score in women in parliament (Legislative positions, 
parity score of .24), women in ministerial positions (Executive/Judicial positions, parity score of 
.20), and women as heads of state (President, parity score of .000). The score with the greatest 
influence is the score for women as the head of state, since the United States has yet to have a 
female President in its 242-year history.  
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Moreover, the United States Congress is not close to political parity when it comes to 
representation, even though women make up half of the U.S. population. According to the United 
States Census, women constitute approximately 50.8% of the population (U.S. Census, 2019). 
Despite the record-breaking number of females elected in 2019, women still only comprise 23% 
of Congress, with 127 out of 535 elected legislative seats being occupied by female legislators 
(Center for American Women and Politics, 2019). Furthermore, 2018 was a monumental year for 
state legislatures all across the country in terms of women candidates running for office. In 2018, 
women broke the record for the number of nominees elected to state legislative offices (Center for 
American Women and Politics, 2019). Additionally, when women run for office, they continue to 
push the percentage of women in state legislatures to a higher rate, and the 2018 general election 
was no different in that regard. The chart below displays the increase in percentage overtime of 
women in state legislatures.  
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Why is Unequal Political Representation and Disparity a Problem? 
 Political representation is a cornerstone of democracy, and yet those who hold political 
office are increasingly separated from the constituency that they represent, in terms of life 
experiences and daily struggles.  Research shows that when states move more toward gender parity 
through political representation, the policy priorities shift based upon the gender of the legislators 
in the body (Volden, et al., 2010). Research support by the National Democratic Institute 
highlights that female legislators prioritize health and education policies, encourage confidence in 
government and democracy, work across party lines, and respond to constituent concerns at a 
higher rate than their male counterparts (National Democratic Institute, 2017). Additionally, 
women tend to focus more on welfare policies compared to their male counterparts (Poggione, 
2004). Female legislators are also more likely than that of their male colleagues to consider 
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themselves as representatives of female constituents, and because of this, they take on a sense of 
responsibility when it comes to speaking on women’s issues (Reingold, 1992).  
Not only do the policy priorities shift when women gain political parity, but the tools 
actually used by women in power are also successful in diffusing their priorities. These tools are: 
a high percentage of women in office (their colleague “majority” power, in other words when they 
are in the majority), and the presence of formal legislative “women” caucuses (Thomas, 1991). In 
addition to this, women also tend to sponsor and co-sponsor more bills than their male legislative 
colleagues (Anzia and Berry, 2011). Finally, when women lead legislative or executive branches 
of government, they are more likely than their male colleagues to encourage citizen involvement 
in the legislative process, more likely to incorporate citizen input into the decisions made, and they 
are more likely to facilitate communication with constituents overall (Fox and Schuhmann, 1999).  
Simply put, the presence of women in politics and female parity in political representation 
is vital to the advancement of gender equality, to the advancement of quality of life policy, and to 
the advancement of issues regarding ethnic and racial minorities, families, and women and children 
(Volden, et al., 2010). The question that arises from this disparity in political representation therein 
is: what does the literature say about female voters helping to elect women to combat the disparity 
in political representation? In order to better understand how to answer this question, we need to 
assess the current literature, existing literature surrounding female candidates and their effect on 
female voters in choice and in turnout.  
Literature Review 
 This literature review is broken down into the following sections aimed at gaining a better 
understanding of the literature surrounding female candidates: suffrage and early voter turnout, 
gender differences between male and female candidates, and the gender affinity effect.  
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Suffrage and Early Voter Turnout 
 In the 1920s, women gained the constitutional right to vote. Academic scholars 
immediately noticed a steep decline in voter turnout rate across the board in the following election 
cycle (Kleppner, 1982). The question quickly asked was if women were the cause of low voter 
turnout in the 1920’s. Kleppner set the record straight in 1982 by noting that the steep decline in 
the voter turnout rate was due to the growth of the eligible voting population as a whole (Kleppner, 
1982). Kleppner also noted in the 1950s and 1960s that there was still a level of disenfranchisement 
that was inflicted upon women as they had “a weaker sense of political efficacy than did men. 
They also had lower levels of education and lower rates of institutional involvement.” (Kleppner, 
1982, p. 623). Initially, women had low voter turnout rates, and much like other disenfranchised 
groups, it is clear that they too needed to integrate into the political system, in order to increase 
female voter participation within the institution. 
 Beyond the findings of Kleppner, Alpern and Baum drew upon Kleppner’s discoveries to 
further advance the discussion beyond that of low female voter turnout, and instead shifted to the 
idea that a gender gap and the partisan divisions therein were to blame for the drop in female voter 
participation (Alpern and Baum 1985). They noted that a female voter gap existed due to the 
unseen nature of the candidate’s women supported. In other words, the question of whether or not 
female voters cast their ballots differently than that of their husbands became the topic of the time. 
At the time, it was a great explanation of a gender gap in voting (Alpern and Baum 1985).  
 Alpern and Baum were not the only scholars interested in the arguments made by Kleppner 
(1982), Heckelman also analyzed the low levels of voter turnout in the 1950s and determined that 
low voter turnout was due to a lack of motivation to vote because political parties no longer could 
offer payments in return for votes (Heckelman, 1995). To elaborate further, before the introduction 
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of the secret ballot, the vote of any citizen could be searched and recovered post-election day and 
could be verified by any person. Therefore, it became quite easy for the political parties to buy 
votes and then verify that a voter had followed through with their vote, and thus could receive 
payment. With the introduction of the secret ballot in 1884 (Kentucky was the last state to move 
to the secret ballot in 1891), the system began to quickly see lowered voter turnout due to the lack 
in monetary benefit for voters in the voting process. This lack of motivation to vote can be 
attributed to the lack in benefit from the rational voter framework as described by Heckelman 
(1995).  While early voter turnout depicts a picture of a gender gap, contemporary voter turnout 
rates and female participation depicts an entirely different story. In fact, for the most part, women 
now turn out at higher rates than men in most precincts. In every Presidential Election since 1980, 
women have outvoted men in the percent of the eligible voting population who reported voting; 
additionally, women have outvoted men in numbers ever since the Presidential Election of 1964 
(Center for American Women in Politics, Rutgers University, 2017). In the charts below, the 
growing divide in male and female turnout rates is clear, and the divide of women voting at higher 
rates by number in millions.  
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In the 2000 Presidential Election, 7.8 million more women than men voted, and in the 2004 
Presidential Election, 8.8 million more women than men voted. This continuation of a gender gap 
is the inverse of the original voter gap that was present after women gained the right to vote in 
1920, and the inverse is only growing after each succeeding election where women continue to 
vote at higher rates than men (Center for American Women in Politics, Rutgers University, 2017). 
What does this mean for individual female voters, and could an increase in female political 
candidates be the cause of the increase in female voter turnout? Could the strategies utilized by 
female candidates be a factor in turning women out to the polls?  
Candidate Strategy, The “Gender Affinity Effect,” and Voter Choice 
Similar to the gender gap in turnout, is the gender difference in candidate campaign 
strategy. In 1993, Kim Kahn found that male and female candidates had very similar strategies in 
some regards and vastly different strategies in others. Specifically, Kahn found that both men and 
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women candidates focus heavily on policy discussions in their campaigns, but rarely took outward 
stances on issues (Kahn, 1993). Moreover, Kahn found that there were heavy gendered differences 
in campaign advertisements between male and female candidates; essentially, each candidate 
focused on their stereotypical strengths (Kahn, 1993). Specifically, men focused heavily on 
economic policy discussion, while women focused on social issues like education and health 
policy (Kahn, 1993). Kahn also noted that while these obvious gender differences are apparent 
within each campaign, they were not present nor evident in the media coverage of the same 
candidates (Kahn, 1993). These findings tell us a few things. First, women are portrayed in the 
media very differently. Second, the candidates themselves often take on their stereotypical gender 
identities and rely upon those to draw in votes. How then does this strategy impact voter 
information and voter knowledge? 
In 2014, Ditonto et al. found that when voters were searching for information regarding a 
particular candidate in a particular race, the voters would change their search based upon the 
candidates gender and would seek out, at a higher rate, additional information regarding the 
“competency” of the female candidate more so than for male candidates (Ditonto et al., 2014). 
Additionally, voters also searched for more information regarding “compassion issues” in 
correlation with female candidates than with male candidates (Ditonto et al., 2014); this also led 
to the finding that the candidate’s traits and positions were important predictors of voter choice. 
Does this match what we see with voter choice? Does this coincide with the idea of a gender 
affinity effect?  
 In 2011, Stout and Kline found that there was a gender discrepancy in the pre-election polls 
in several races. Stout and Kline found that “pre-election polls consistently underestimated support 
for female candidates, rather than support to white male candidates” (Stout and Kline, 2011). Stout 
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and Kline (2011) dubbed this the “Richards Effect,” after Ann Richards, who was a Gubernatorial 
candidate in Texas in 1990 when she was predicted to lose by a large margin yet won the 
Governorship fairly easily.  Stout and Kline noted that these media discrepancies occur more often 
in places that are more culturally conservative on views of gender, and that there is a clear media 
bias when it comes to the pre-election support for female candidates.  In addition to this finding, 
Herrnson, Lay, and Stokes (2003) found that when women run “as Women”, in that they run on 
being a woman, they gain a strategic advantage over male challengers. In other words, they found 
that when women position their gender as an asset instead of a liability, this seems to build political 
capital with voters. Even with women entering the political sphere with a clear media bias, and a 
clear advantage in waging campaigns with gender as an asset, and with females outvoting men in 
turnout, the question still remains as to why women still do not have equal representation? 
Kathleen Dolan (2008) sheds some light on how gender effects voter choice in what Dolan calls 
the “Gender Affinity Effect.” 
The “Gender Affinity Effect” is a term that was coined to determine the source of support 
for female candidates, with the belief being that this comes from female voters. Dolan noted that 
the expectation of a gender affinity effect in American elections was already present in some of 
the research presented by Pomper (1975), and Plutzer and Zipp (1996). Pomper noted that some 
voters based their votes on demographic identification with a particular candidate (Pomper, 1975), 
while Plutzer and Zipp (1996) added to the work of Pomper (1975) to expand this voter choice 
belief to a “gender identity” approach to voting. 
 In an attempt to expand further, Dolan notes, “the presence of female candidates helps 
respondents overcome the traditional gender gap (Dolan 2008).” The traditional gender gap was 
an early phenomenon that focused on the differences in how men and women vote based upon a 
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particular candidate. Dolan also noted that preliminary conclusions show that female voters tend 
to feel more positively toward specific types of candidates; specifically, they feel more positively 
about female, Democratic candidates than men do, while these same female voters also tend to 
feel negatively about Republican women. Dolan further stated that Republican women are more 
likely than Democratic women to cross party lines to support a female candidate of the opposite 
party, whereas Democratic women are not more likely to cross party lines to support a Republican 
female (Dolan 2008). This suggests that gender affects female voter participation through the 
choice that a voter makes, but it must be more closely studied to determine the effect on the voter 
turnout rate.  
 In addition to those findings, Dolan also discovered two other key findings regarding 
information about candidates’ gender. Prior to this discussion, it is necessary to understand the 
traditional gender gap mentioned above, as this idea not only covers the difference in how men 
and women vote based upon a particular candidate, but it is also defined as the gap in gender 
information between men and women when it comes to information regarding candidates. This is 
important to understand because the key findings of Dolan, in her studies on the Gender Affinity 
Effect, further indicate that men and women have more information about female candidates than 
male candidates, regardless of party (Dolan 2008); and the presence of female candidates also 
helps women to further overcome this information gender gap in political knowledge (Dolan 
2008). 
To further advance the discussion of the “Gender Affinity Effect,” this phenomenon was 
examined at the micro level to look at the relationships between male Independent voters and 
female candidates. Fulton (2014) found that when the “Gender Affinity Effect” is asymmetrical, 
or when it is the inverse relationship, then male Independent voters were more likely to vote for 
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men versus women, and female Independent voters were more likely to vote for men as well 
(Fulton, 2014). Again, this piece of the literature does not speak about the actual effect on turnout 
of these groups. These findings only point to an effect in voter choice, and while the two are very 
similar, it does not mean that someone voicing their support for a specific gendered candidate will 
lead to them actually turning out to vote. In this regard, the literature lacks answers about those 
effected by a gender affinity turning out to vote.  
Data 
 As stated in the literature review, females vote at higher rates than men, but the support 
they give political candidates is grounded in the understanding of a gender affinity phenomenon. 
This phenomenon has pushed researchers to better understand female support for candidates over 
time, specifically female candidates. The literature review also noted that while there remains a 
vast amount of literature on female candidates and their effects on voter choice, there are virtually 
no studies on the effect of female candidates and on the voter turnout rate. Therefore, the focus of 
this capstone is to shed some light on the effect that female candidates have on the voter turnout 
rate in Kentucky in state legislative races (Kentucky State Senate, and Kentucky State House). 
With this in mind, the analysis presented in the following sections will test the following 
hypothesis: 
H: In the presence of female candidates running for office in a Kentucky State House or Senate 
District, there is an increase in the female voter turnout rate regardless of the outcome of the 
election, holding all else constant. 
In order to test this hypothesis, data are aggregated from the Kentucky State Board of 
Elections voter turnout databases to create a dataset that contains Kentucky county turnout rates 
for the 2014 Primary Election through the 2018 General Election (2014, 2016, and 2018), United 
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States Census Bureau datasets are used for the creation of the independent variables included in 
each model: educational attainment by county, average income by county, and the unemployment 
rate by county. Additionally, the author aggregated the total number of female candidates in each 
individual State House and State Senate District in each county to find their effect in being present 
during the election cycle in primaries and general election cycles. In instances where there were 
multiple House and Senate districts in a county, the number of female candidate totals are much 
higher due to the aggregated data at the county level. With this distinction in mind, the unit of 
analysis is total number of female candidates at the county level. The chart below shows the 
breakdown of number of female candidates in the state of Kentucky in the Democratic Primary, 
Republican Primary, and the General Election of 2014, 2016, and 2018 respectively. 
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The map below, created using the aggregated data of number of female candidates, was 
used to better visualize the presence of female political participation in the Kentucky Legislative 
electoral process by showcasing counties with the highest density of female candidates within 
House and Senate districts. Over the course of six years, with three House election cycles and three 
Senate election cycles, thirty-one counties had zero female candidates, forty-eight counties had 
anywhere from one to five female candidates, twenty seven counties had anywhere from six to 
fifteen female candidates, seven counties had anywhere from sixteen to twenty female candidates, 
five counties had anywhere from twenty-one to thirty-five female candidates, and only two 
counties had more than 36 female candidates. The author notes that this isn’t unusual as we would 
expect to see a larger number of female candidates running where there are more people, and where 
there are many more House and Senate District overlaps.  
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Using these data, a linear regression model can estimate the effect of a female candidate 
on all voter turnout, female voter turnout, and male voter turnout in Kentucky over time, holding 
other factors constant.  
Research Design and Methodology 
A linear regression model estimates the change in percent turnout during the presence of 
an increase in female candidates. The equation for this model is:  
𝛾"# = 𝛽& + 𝛽(𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝐶𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠"# + 𝛽4𝑋"6 +	𝜀9	
 
In this model, ϒct  is the outcome variable of the percent turnout rate, with c denoting the county, 
and t denoting the election cycle (like 2014 Primary).  FemaleCandidates refers to the total amount 
of female candidates in all elections in the county (our main independent variable), with c again 
denoting the county and t denoting the election cycle. The variable Xcy  in our model is a vector of  
variables with c denoting county, and y denoting years of the independent controls that follow: 
educational attainment (percentage with a high school diploma, and percentage with a bachelor’s 
degree), the unemployment rate,  the average household income, the election year (2014, 2016, or 
2018), the race type (State House or State Senate), the election cycle type (Primary or General), 
and Urban (the determination of whether a county is considered either urban or rural), and a 
random error term (εi). Below are the summary statistics for our variables in the model, and below 
that is the variable description.  
Summary Statistics 
Variables Observations Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 
Percent Turnout 2,037 .391 .152 .101 .694 
Female Candidates 2,034 .396 .962 0 18 
Election Year 2,037 2015.879 1.603 2014 2018 
Election Type* 2,037 1.530 .499 1 2 
Urban or Rural* 2,034 1.708 .454 0 1 
Average Household Income 2,034 10.565 .257 9.850 11.432 
High School Diploma 2,028 .058 .021 .008 .112 
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Bachelors Degree 2,028 3.595 .741 2.016 6.593 
Unemployment Rate 2,034 .066 .022 .033 .191 
Legislative Race Type* 2,037 1.504 .500 1 2 
Gender Turnout Rate** 2,037 .883 .816 0 3 
*Notes a binary variable. 
**Gender_Turnout is a variable included in the model that is used to determine the effect on the female voter turnout rates overall. The value 0 
denotes the total turnout rate, value 1 denotes the female voter turnout rate, and value 2 denotes the male voter turnout rate.  
 
Dependent Variable Description 
Percent Turnout (pctto) The total percent turnout in each county in the 
2014 Primary and General, the 2016 Primary 
and General, and the 2018 Primary and 
General. 
 
Explanatory Independent Variables Description 
Female Candidates (fem_candidates) The total number of female candidates in a 
county, based on House and Senate District races 
in 2014, 2016, and 2018 (all Primary and general 
Elections). 
Educational Attainment- High School Graduate 
(high_diploma) 
The percent 5-year estimate of individuals 25 
and over who have a high school diploma.  
Educational Attainment- Bachelor’s Degree 
(bach_degree) 
The percent 5-year estimate of individuals 25 
and over who have a bachelor’s degree.  
Unemployment Rate (unemploy_rate) The unemployment rate in each county. 
Average Income (ln_income) The average household income in each county. 
Election Year (elec_year) The Election Year (2014, 2016, or 2018) 
Race Type (legislative_type)* House or Senate Race (1 for House, 2 for 
Senate) 
Election Type (elec_type)* Primary or General Election (1 for General, 2 for 
Primary) 
Urban (Urban)* Urban or Rural County (1 for Urban, 2 for Rural) 
Gender Turnout Rate (gender_turnout)** The turnout rate variable by gender. (0 = Total 
Turnout (pctto), 1 = Female Turnout Rate, 2 = 
Male Turnout Rate) 
*Notes a binary variable. 
**The Gender Turnout Rate variable is observable in every election with the exception of the 2018 General Election, as this data has yet to be 
published by the Kentucky State Board of Elections.  
 
 To match the existing literature, the author has included average income, the educational 
attainment of a high school diploma (%), the educational attainment of a bachelor’s degree (%), 
and the unemployment rate in the model to attempt to account for additional factors that may affect 
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the voter turnout rate. As noted in previous literature, the attainment of advanced degrees will also 
lead to an increase in political participation, and thus we expect to see the same thing in our results.  
Results 
 The results of the linear regression are reported in the regression output below: 
  (1) 
VARIABLES Linear Regression 
    
fem_candidates -0.008*** 
 (0.002) 
high_diploma -0.289** 
 (0.128) 
bach_degree 0.009* 
 (0.005) 
unemploy_rate -0.284** 
 (0.142) 
Elec_year 
2016 -0.017*** 
 (0.004) 
2018 -0.002 
 (0.005) 
Elec_type 
Primary Election -0.237*** 
 (0.004) 
Legislative_type 
Senate -0.004 
 (0.004) 
Urban 
Rural Counties 0.032*** 
 (0.005) 
Gender_turnout 
Female Turnout 0.0128** 
 (0.005) 
Male Turnout 0.011** 
 (0.004) 
Constant 0.660*** 
 (0.196) 
  
Observations 2,028 
R-squared 0.642 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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ln_income was not significant and was thus 
removed from the result output above. 
 
 
 
 In the linear regression above, we see a statistically significant p-value of .05 or less for 
the following variables: female candidates, high school diploma, the unemployment rate, election 
year, primary election, and urban. We also see a statistically significant p-value at .10 with a .058 
for bachelor’s degree attainment. We do not see a statistically significant p-value in regard to 
average household income in each county. Additionally, we can note that election year is being 
compared against 2014, election type is being compared against general elections, state senate type 
is being compared against state house districts, and urban is being compared against the rural 
county group.  
 The analysis output above indicates strong negative relationships in the turnout rate in each 
county when regressed against female candidates’ presence, the attainment of a high school 
diploma, and the unemployment rate. We see a weak but positive relationship between the 
attainment of a Bachelor’s degree and the percent voter turnout rate. To determine the change in 
our dependent variable (percent voter turnout, pctto), we can look at the independent variable 
coefficients to determine a one unit increase in each, and the effect on our dependent variable 
therein. In analyzing the variables listed above, we can denote that all have a statically significant 
p-value (p-value<.01) with the exception of the Senate district races. First, interpret female 
candidate presence. For every female candidate added to a race in a county, there is a 0.008 
decrease in the amount of total percent turnout. Essentially, for every additional female candidate 
added to a legislative race in a county, then there is a reduction in the total percent turnout rate by 
0.008. In analyzing the change in educational attainment, we also see that with every 1 percent 
increase in the high school diploma rate, there is a 0.289 decrease in the total percent turnout rate, 
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and with every 1 percent increase in the Bachelor’s degree rate, there is a 0.009 increase in percent 
total turnout.  Finally, in analyzing the change in unemployment rate, with every 1 percent increase 
in unemployment, there is a 0.28 decrease in percent total turnout. These are broken down further 
and explained in the discussion section below. 
Alongside running this linear regression, we are able to run and compute the margins of 
responses, which is a statically computed prediction from our model that manipulates the values 
of our covariates to determine the effect of a change in our discrete variables.  The results of this 
computation are below: 
  (1) 
VARIABLES Margins Analysis 
Elec_year 
2014 0.398*** 
          (0.003) 
2016 0.381*** 
          (0.003) 
2018 0.396*** 
          (0.003) 
Elec_type 
General Election 0.517*** 
          (0.002) 
Primary Election 0.281*** 
          (0.002) 
Urban 
Urban 0.368*** 
          (0.004) 
Rural 0.401*** 
          (0.002) 
Legislative_type 
House Race 0.394*** 
          (0.002) 
Senate Race 0.389*** 
          (0.002) 
Gender_Turnout 
All Turnout 0.384*** 
          (0.003) 
Female Turnout 0.397*** 
          (0.003) 
Male Turnout 0.396*** 
          (0.003) 
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Observations 2,028 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 
 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
 
 In the margin’s computation above, we can see a statistically significant p-value for all of 
our discrete variables (p-value <0.001). In interpreting the results in our margins computation, we 
can denote the odds that an individual would go and vote in 2014 would have been at 39.8%, 
38.1% in 2016, and 39.6% in 2018. Further, we can denote that the likelihood of an individual 
turning out to vote in a general election sits at 51% in comparison to a primary election at just 
28%. We can also note that individuals are more likely to vote in rural counties versus urban 
counties (40% versus 36% respectively), and individuals are more likely to vote in House of 
Representative district races than they are to vote in a Senate District race (39% versus 38% 
respectively).  
 In the analyses above, the model indicates a pretty strong understanding of our explanatory 
variables and the effects on turnout therein; however, to find the effect on individual gendered 
turnout we estimate results by gender.  There are three sections: All Age Turnout, Female Turnout, 
and Male Turnout. As such, only the Female, and Male outputs are shown below.  Previous results 
included All Age Total Turnout. 
 
  (1) (2) 
 Female Turnout Male Turnout 
VARIABLES pctto pctto 
     
fem_candidates -0.007*** -0.015*** 
 (0.002) (0.004) 
Election Year 
2016 - -0.0251*** 
 - (0.008) 
2018 0.0324** 0.0227** 
 (0.012) (0.011) 
  Patrick | 24 
                                                                                                                                        
Election Type 
Primary Election -0.260*** -0.251*** 
 (0.008) (0.008) 
Legislative Type 
Senate - -0.0153** 
 - (0.007) 
Urban 
Rural Counties 0.031** 0.0317*** 
 (0.010) (0.009) 
Constant 0.893** 0.956*** 
 (0.370) (0.352) 
   
Observations 598 598 
R-squared 0.659 0.659 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
“-“ Denotes insignificance in included variables. 
Average Income, Educational Attainment, and Unemployment rate were insignificant, and thus dropped from the 
results above. 
 
 The results are now divided up into female and male voter turnout rate by county. Our 
dependent variable (pctto) is now broken into male and female percent total turnout. For females, 
we see that with every 1 female candidate added to a legislative race in a county, then there is a 
.007 decrease in the female voter turnout rates due to the presence and increase of female 
candidates. We also see that men, with every 1 female candidate added to a legislative race in a 
county, then there is a .015 decrease in the male voter turnout rates due to the increase of female 
candidates. 
Discussion & Limitations 
 In the results above, there is clearly a relationship between an increase in female candidates, 
the total percentage turnout, the female turnout rate, and the male turnout rate. Furthermore, there 
are confirmed relationships that somewhat mirror existing literature when it comes to the effect of 
educational attainment and the unemployment rate on total percent turnout. It can conclusively be 
drawn that there is a negative relationship in the total turnout rate, the female turnout rate, and the 
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male turnout rate, when regressed against our independent variable female candidate presence in 
Kentucky. The author posits that this negative relationship comes from the gender disparity noted 
in literature that is exacerbated by the Kentucky political environment. Again, from existing 
literature, media bias against female candidates in more culturally conservative states may play a 
large role in the voter turnout relative to female political candidates in Kentucky. The remaining 
relationships of our independent variables match the existing literature for the most part. As cited 
in the review of the literature, the educational attainment of individuals positively influences voter 
participation after the attainment of a Bachelor’s degree. Within our model, that relationship is not 
as strong on total turnout percentage and is non-existent within the individual breakdown in male 
and female percent turnout rates.  
 The first limitation of this capstone is the data on voter turnout by county, and the Census 
data availability. The Kentucky State Board of Elections files a report after each election cycle 
indicating the total number of voters, the percent total voter turnout by all age groups, and by 
gender and political party. Yet, these reports are posted with varying degrees of information from 
year to year, and the changes to these reports are most obvious when the transition of a new 
Secretary of State becomes evident. The report mismatches forced the author to remove the 
election years from 2008 to 2012 from the model. These data reports also had a range of errors 
that caused a small and insignificant portion of data observations to be useable within the analyses, 
and this is the cause for some mismatched observational numbers in the summary statistics and 
analyses aforementioned.  
An additional limitation had to do with the unavailability of some of the United States 
Census data. The average income, educational attainment, and employment rate came from the 
Bureau of the Census, which had estimated these variables for a 5-year period in each county in 
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Kentucky. The resulting limitation arises with the unavailability of the 2018 5-year estimate data 
for those independent variables. As such, the author used the most recent 2017 estimates for those 
results for the year 2018 in the model. There was also an unavailability of gender turnout rate data 
for the General Election of 2018. The author notes that the total turnout rate by county was used 
in the analysis. Other limitations to the data sources include missing observations or data.  
Conclusions and Future Research 
How candidate gender plays a role in the turnout rate of voters is an important question 
about the low turnout rates generally in the U.S. The model indicated that in the state legislative 
races in Kentucky, there is a negative relationship between the increase in female candidates and 
the total percent turnout rate, the total male turnout rate, and the total female turnout rate. As such, 
future research should aim to answer the question of why Kentucky voters are dissuaded to 
participate in the presence of more female candidates. Additionally, future research should attempt 
to further account for subcultures and sub regions of Kentucky geographies by perhaps using the 
Federal Congressional House Districts to aggregate the counties further into regions. Future 
research should also look at particular issue stances of female legislative candidates, especially 
socially liberal policy stances that may turn away conservative voters in the state, particularly one 
issue voters (e.g. those who vote based upon the candidate’s policies regarding abortion). The 
author theorizes that the one issue voters may be dissuaded to vote if females are present due to 
the stereotypical belief that they will support liberal social policies and that it may be these policies 
that are dissuading political participation therein. Finally, future research should also attempt to 
build a larger database of female candidates present in each county in state Senate and state House 
district races.  
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